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u.s. Departmefrt of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management : : Forest Service
Washington, D.C. 20240 ‘ Washington, D.C. 20090

Date;: February 24, 1985

Dear Reader:

The USDA Forest Service (FS) and the USDI Bureau of Land Management (BLM) are
pleased to provide you with the enclosed Decision Notice/Decision Record (DN),
Environmental Assessment (EA), and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for interim
management of anadromous fish-producing watersheds on Federal lands in eastern Oregon
and Washington, Idaho, and portions of California. Our intent is to provide an interim
management strategy (commonly referred to as PACFISH) for an 18-month period while long-
term management strategies are developed through several geographically-specific
environmental analyses. We want to make every effort to see that nothing done by the
Agencies in the next 18 months would lead to the extinction or further endangerment of
anadromous fish stocks, or otherwise limit options that will be considered in the '
environmental analyses for long-term management. This action does not apply to areas that
are subject to the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Qwl, which
provides a comprehensive aquatic conservation strategy for those areas. '

The EA evaluates a range of interim management strategies designed to arrest the
degradation and begin the restoration of habitat for Pacific salmon, steclhead, and sea-run
cutthroat trout (anadromous fish). The EA explains the purpose and need for the action,
describes the alternatives, analyzes their effects on the physical, biological, and human
environments, and identifies the Agencies” preferred alternative.

The Agencies have completed consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service and the
National Marine Fisheries Service on the effect of the Agencies' preferred alternative on
species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Appended to the EA -are the
Agencies' Biological Evaluation (Appendix G) and Biological Assessment (Appendix H),
which describe the expected effects on species listed as threatened or endangered or identified
by the Agencies as sensitive species, and the expected effects on designated critical habitat.

The Agencies made the EA and the proposed FONSI available for public review and
comment on March 25, 1994. In response to public comment and ESA consultation, the EA -
has been modified to provide greater clarity and consistency, to provide additional
mformation, and to correct errors. A summary of the public comments and the Agencies'
responses can be found in Appendix F of the EA.
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The FONSI concludes that the Agencies' preferred altemnative would not have significant
impact on the human environment, as defined by the National Environmental Policy Act.

The DN documents our decision to non-significantly amend the affected FS forest plans
and Regional Guides and to supplement the affected BLM land use plans with additional
riparian goals, management objectives, standards, and guidelines during the interim penod.
The DN identifies the alternative selected and states the reasons for selection.

Please feel free to contact your local FS or BLM office if you have any questions
regarding this action.

Smcerely, _
Tk
/([,u/[’(/ 6{.4-4'( ﬁu""f el /s /_'.'c'.,é' \j(-w WA <
IACK WARD THOMAS MIKE DOMBECK :
hxef acting  Director
USDA Forest Service USDI Bureau of Land Management
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Introduction

The United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (FS) and the
United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management {BLM)
(hereinafter referred to as the Agencies) are adopting an interim
strategy for management of anadromous fish-producing watersheds on lands
they manage. The FS will implement the strategy through its field offices
as amendments to Regional Guides and Land and Resource Management Plans
(forest plens). The BIM will issue an Instruction Memorandum to field
offices to implement this strategy as management guidance in conformance
with land use plans (LUPs). This strategy will be applied to project
proposals which must also comply with requirements of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), the National Envirommentzl Policy Act (NEPA), the
National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA), and other spplicable laws.

The Agencies are engaged in developing long-term strategies to protect
and restore anadromous fish-producing watersheds om Federal lands in the

.Columbia River Basin and in other watersheds supporting snadromous fish

(EA, Appendix I). The Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest
Service and Bureau of Land Management Plamming Documents Within the Ran
of the Northern Spotted Owl (Northern Spotted Owl ROD) comprehensively
addresses management of anadromous fish-producing watersheds on Federal
lands in western Washington and Oregon and portions of northern
California. ‘ ‘

Recent and pending listings of anadromous fish stocks, combined with the
Agencies' own internal studies, as well as information produced by other
sources, indicate a need for prompt action by the Agencies. Recognizing
the need to address the watersheds comprehensively, the Agencies are
undertaking envirommental analyses to examine long-term management
strategies for protecting and restoring anadromous fish-producing

. watersheds. Given the critical nature of the situation, the Agencies

have decided to institute an interim strategy designed to halit the
degradation and begin the restoration of anadromous fish habitat and see
that future opportunities are not foregone by management decisions taken
over the next 18 months while comprehensive studies and NEPA apalysis and
documentation are completed for the long-term management strategies. -

Utilizing Agency scientists and related field persomnel, ‘the Agencies

developed actions to apply during an 1l8-month interim period. In
accordance with the requirements of NEPA, an Environmental Assessment

(EA) was prepared to examine the likely effects of proposed protection



strategies, and a Finding of Ko Significant Impact (FONSI) was
concluded. The EA and a proposed FONSI were published in March 1994 and
circulated for public review and comment. The Agencies also undertook
consultation vith the United States Department of Commerce, Natiomal
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the United States Department of the
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) in -accordance with the
requirements of the ESA. '

IX. Decision
It is the decision of the Agencies to select Alternative 4 in the

Environmental Assessment for the of Interim Strategies for Mapaging
Anadromous Fish-produc Watersheds in Eastern Oregon and Washingtom,
Idsho, and Portions of California. Based on public comment and
consultation with the NMFS and the WS, Alternative 4 has been modified
from the Preferred Alternmative described in a published version of the EA
dated March 18, 1994, to provide greater clarity and consistency.

This decision amends Regional Guides for the FS's Horthern,
Intermountain, Pacific Southwest, and Pacific Northwest Regions and 15
farest plans in the affected National Forests and provides management
direction applicable to the 7 BIM LUPs. The FS end the BIM will apply
the following management measures to all proposed or mew projects and
activities* and ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable
risk** involving the masnagement of timber, roads, grazing, recreation
resources, riparian areas, minerals, fire and fuels, and land uses such
as leases, permits, rights-of-vay and easexents, as well as restoration |
of watershed, fish, and wildlife habitat within all anadromous fish
habitat occurring in the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and
California (except for those areas under the direction contained in the
Northern Spotted Owl ROD) during the interim period (18 months from the
effective date of this decision). ' ’ -

* “Proposed or new projects and activities” are defimed as those actions
‘that have not been implemented, or for which contracts have not been
awarded, or for which permits have not been issued, or (within the range
of listed anadremous fish) continuing actions for which the Biological

 Assessments have not been prepared and subnitted for cemsultation prior
to signing of this decision (EA, pp. 17 and Glossary-3).

+* *Ongoing projects and activities” are defined as tbose actions that
bhave been implemented, or that have contracts awarded, of permits issued,
and (within the range of listed anadromous fish) for which Biological
Assessments have been prepared and submitted for consultation, prior to
the signing of this decision (EA, p. Glossary-5). The Glossary defines
*unacceptable risk" as a level of risk from an ongoing activity or group
of ongoing activities that is determined through NEFA analysis or the
preparation of Biological Assessments/Evaluations, or their subsequent
review, to be: "likely to adversely affect® listed anadromous fish or
their designated critical habitat, or "likely to adversely impact®

- non-listed anadromous fish (EA, p. 18 and p. Glossary-7).
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A. Establish riparian goals to maintain or restore fish habitat (EA,
Appendix C, p. C-3 - C-4). - .

B. Estsblish Riparian Management Objectives (RMOs) for streams in
watersheds with snadromous fish (EA, Appendix C, p. C-4 - c-6).

€. Delineate Riparian Habitat Comservation Areas (RHCAs) in anadromous
fish-producing watersheds on lands administered by the Agencies using
interim widths for four categories of streams or water bodies (EA,
Appendix C, pp. C-6 - C-9).

D. Establish standards and guidelines¥*+* to govern management actions
within RHCAs or degrading RHCAs (EA, Appendix C, pp. C-9 - C-18).

E. Establish general criteria and i.dent:ify‘a process to designate Key
Watersheds within the extent of the anadromous fish-producing
watersheds (EA, Appendix C, p. C-19).

F. Establish general criteria and identify a process to.,-guide
development and application of Watershed Analyses (Ea, Appendix C,
Pp. C-19 - C-21). - :

G. Establish requirements for implementation and effectiveness
monitoring (EA, Appendix C, pp. c-22 - C-23),

These messures essentially provide for mitigation of envirommental
effects of future decisions. No additional measures.to mitigate the
environmentsl impact of this action have been identiffed in the EA or
this decision. '

Alternatives

Besides the selected Alternative &4 described above, the EA considers four

' other alternatives in detail (EA, pp. 28 - 30).

Alternative 1 represents the "no action® alternative., The Agencies would
manage national forest and public land resources under direction
specified in current forest plans and BLM LUPs vithout any adjustment
during the interim period, except as required through comsultation with

RMFS or FWS on projects and activities which may affect listed species or

designated critical habitat (EA, p. 29), and project-level HEPA and Clean
Water Act compliance.

Alternative 2 would include standards and guidelines for road systems
construction and reconstruction, logging slash treatment and prescribed
fire, livestock grazing, and riparian- and fish-habitat restoration.
Alternative 2 provides standards and guidelines for a more narrow range
of land management activities than Altermatives 3, &, and 5. It would

ik Th;e standards and guidelines attempt to ensure that adequate
environmental safeguards are spplied to proposed or new and ongoing
projects and activities that pose unacceptable risk within RHCAs or that -

degrade RHCAs. .



provide riparian protection zonmes of approximately 300 feet on either
side of fish-bearing streams, 150 feet on either side of permanent water
courses, snd 50 feet on either side of intermittent streams in areas with
moderately to highly unstable soils (EA, pp. 29 - 30).

Alternatives 3 and 5 contain largely the same features (items A. through
G.) as the selected Alternative &. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 provide
standards and guidelines for a range of land management activities,
including management of timber, roads, grazing, recreation, ninerals,
fire/fuels, land uses (such as leases, permits, rights-of-way, and
easements), riparian areas, vatershed restoration, and fisheries and
wildlife restoration. Alternative 3 would be applied to all proposed or
new projects, but to no ongoing projects and sctivities. Alternative 5
would be applied to all proposed or new projects and to all ongoing
projects and activities (EA, p. 30).

Rationale for Selection

The purpose of the interim direction is to take prudent @easures to

arrest the degradation and begin the restoration of riparian and aquatic
ecosystems in watersheds vhere anadromous fish habitat is present or
easily could be reestablished (EA, pp. 6-8). Interim direction was
developed to maintain management options for anadromous fish habitat
while the Apencies are developing long-tern management strategies.

The deciding officials considered the ability of each alternmative to:
meet the stated purpose and need of the action; comply with applicable
laws, statutes, regulations, executive orders, and policies; and respond
to issues and public comments about the alternative strategies. A
critical factor relevant to this decision was the ability of the
alternatives to respond to the issues identified in the EA (pp. 21 - 22):

Issue 1. Manage habitat to cant:ibute to maintenance of anadromous -
fish stocks in the interim period,.

Issue 2. Provide mansgement direction to insure comsistent,
effective, and efficient ESA consultation in the interim period.

Issue 3. Consider the ability of national forests and BIM districts
. to provide traditional amounts and kinds of goods and services in the
interim period while long-term management direction is under

development.

Issue 4. Integrate interim management of snadromous fish habitat
with other plapning efforts in the interim period.

Issue 5. Integrate new scientific knowledge into the management of
anadromous fish habitat.

The interdisciplinary teams that prepared the EA have reviewed the best
available scientific information and used this information in formulating
the alternatives, evaluating the effects of the alternatives, and
identifying the preferred altermative. Although there is mot a complete
scientific understanding of the relationships between land management



activities and aquatic ecosystem processes, or between aquatic ecosystem
processes and anadromous fish habitat, existing information on these
relationships is sufficiently extensive to permit a reasoned choice among
the alternatives presented in the EA (EA pp. 2-6, 8-11, 36-39, Appendix
A, Appendix C). New information may permit the development of more
specific protective measures, but it is unlikely that new information
would reverse or nullify what is understood sbout these relationships.

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not provide sufficient protection to halt the
degradation and begin the restoration of anadromous fish-producing
watersheds. Alternatives 1 and 2 may result in Agency actions that
foreclose management options for protecting species while long-temm
strategies are being developed. Finally, Altermatives 1 and 2 do not
respond to several issues: they would mot provide for consistent,
efficient, and effective ESA consultation; they would not provide

' anadromous fish habitat management that is consistent with other plamning

efforts; and they would not integrate new scientific knowledge into the
management of anadromous f£ish habitat.

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 differ from each other most significantly in
wvhether they apply interim direction to none, some, or all of the ongoing
activities. Alternative 3 .does not apply interim direction to any
ongoing activities, and thus it is likely that management options for
protecting species would be foreclosed while the long-term strategies are
being developed. Furthermore, becsuse Alternative 3 does not spply
interim direction to ongoing activities, it would mot contribute to a
consistent or efficient approach to ESA consultation on those

activities, Alternative 4 provides more habitat protecticn than
Alternative 3. Alternative 5 applies interim direction to all ongoing
projects, regardless of whether such activities pose 2 risk to anadromous
fish stocks. Thus, Alternative 5 would umnecessarily affect all existing
contracts, permits and other outstanding obligations in the affected -
areas. Moreover, Alternpative 5 would result in & loss of management
adsptability or flexibility and might restrict the ability of

. Agency-administered lands to provide traditional amounts and kinds of

goods and services.

Alternative 4 would apply the interim direction to only some ongoing
projects -- those that pose an unacceptable risk to apadromous fish. The
deciding officials have determined that the most reasonable approach to
applying interim direction is for field managers to make case-by-case
judgements as to whether specific ongoing projects pose an unacceptable
risk to anadromous fish. This alternative provides the best opportunity
among the alternatives analyzed to protect fish hsbitat during the
interim period while still allowing for multiple use management. .

Alternative 4 meets the purpose of the interim 'ﬂirecti‘on., which is to
arrest the degradation and begin the restoration of riparian and aquatic

' ecosystems. Alternative & responds to the need to insure that management

options are not foreclosed while the long-term strategies are being
developed, because it applies interim direction to all new activities and
ongoing activities that pose an unacceptable risk to anadromous fish.
Alternstive 4 represents the agencies' judgement of the best balance
among competing interests: it responds to the need to provide a high
level of protection for anadromous fish habitat, without umnecessarily



restricting existing contracts, permits and other authorizatioms,
management flexibility, or the flow of goods and services. Alternative 4
provides for consistent, effective, and efficient ESA consultatiomii;
is consistent with other plamning efforts; and integrates new scientific
knowledge into the mansgement of anadromous fish-producing watersheds.

Alternative 4 is in full compliance with applicable law, statutes,
regulations, executive orders, and policies of both Agencies.

Alternative 4 has been modified based on public comments and ESA
consultation to provide increased clarity and consistency among standards

and guidelines, to provide additional information, and to correct errors.

Publie Involvement

As desecribed in the EA (p. 72, CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS), public
involvement efforts consisted of a series of briefings for Members of the
House and Senate and State agency officials, Tribal govermments and a
variety of other organizations. Written imput was both from persons who
vere briefed and from others who were not. Appendix E of the EA contains
a 1list of briefings and correspondence from April 1992 to June 1994.

An EA and proposed FONSI were completed in March 1994 and distributed for
public review and comment., The Agencies have considered the comments
received and modified the EA in response (Appendix F). A list of the
individuals and organizations submitting comments on the EA and proposed
FONSI is found in Appendix E. The FONSI is based on the analysis in the
EA and on consideration and analysis of all information submitted in
public comments, from consultation, and from information found in other
related envirommental documents as noted in the FONSI.

Smuary of Hodificatians Made to t:he EA Dated Harch 1994

The EA was modified based on public comments, consultation with the FWS
and the NMFS, and additional review of scientific literature. These
nodif:l.cal:ions vere made to provide greater clarity and consistency among
standards and guidelines, to provide additional information, and to
correct errors. These modifications do not alter the analyses of effects
described in the March 1994 EA. These modifications are summarized here
and are discussed in more detail in the responses to public compents

(Appendix F).

¥kt The Agencies have concluded consultation with the FWS and the NMFS
on the effects of Alternative 4 on threatened and endangered species.
The FWS, through a letter of concurrence, found that the proposed action
would have a neutral or beneficial effect on listed species under their

. jJurisdiction. The NMFS, through a biological opinion, found that the

proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
listed species under their jurisdiction or result in the destruection or
adverse modification of eritical habitat . The documents are included as
Appendix J to the EA.



- Additional discussion has been added to exg;lai-n the circumstances
for modification of RMOs and RHCAs (Appendix C, pp. C-5, C-7).

- The Timber management standard has been clarified to identify that
Vatershed Analysis will be conducted prior to salvage cutting in
RHCAs in watersheds with listed salmon or designated critical
habitat. A Recreation Management standard (RM-1) has been similarly
clarified to identify that Watershed Analysis will be conducted prior
to construction of mew recreation facilities in RHCAs. The standards
as originally drafted stipulate that these activities will be gllowed
only where they would not adversely affect RMOs, Watershed Analysis
will provide the means by which these stipulations will be observed

(Appendix C, pp. C-10, C-13).

- A standard has been added to the General Riparian Area Management
standards and guidelines that addresses storage of fuel and other
toxicants and refueling in RBGAB (Appendix C, p. C-17).

~ Discussion has been added to the chapter on Affected Enviromment
and Environmentzl Consequences to detail how cumulative effects have
been analyzed in the EA and how cupulative effects will be addressed
at other plamning levels (EA, pp. 8 - 39, -

~ Discussion has been added to the economic analysis section to
provide greater documentation of how the analysis was conducted, and
to correct errors in the calculation of anticipated timber harvest
reductions and the interpretation of timber prices (EA, pp. 65 - 67,

Appendix F, pp. F-23 - F-24).

- Several terms have been added to the glossary and some definitions
have been clarified.to facilitate more consistent application of the
interim direction (EA Glossary).

~ The Riparian Management Objective (RMO) for water temperature has
been changed to provide a more effective objective and to provide
greater detail (EA, Appendix C, p.C-6, Appendix F, p. F-15).

~ The wording of many standards and guidelines has been modified to
provide greater consistency among the standards and guidelines (EA,
Appendix €, pp. C-10 - C-18).

- The discussion of the application of the interim direction has

‘been modified to clarify which ongoing projects and which new

projects will be subject to the standards and guidelines (EA,
Appendix C, p. C-9).

- The eriteria for identification of Key Watersheds have been
clarified to provide the general criteria, and describe the process
by which more specific criteria will be developed (EA, p. 17,
Appendix C, p. €-19, Appendix F, p. F-21).

- Discussion has been added to the Watershed Analysis section to
clarify the process by which Watershed Analysis protocols will be _
developed and applied during the interim period (EA, p. 17, Appendix

‘¢, p. €-19 - C-21, Appendix F, p. F-21).



- Monitoring requirements have been more explicitly defined (EA,
Appendix C, pp. C-22 - C-23). :

- In response to Conservation Recommendations in the NMFS Biological
Opinion, two standards and guidelines, MM-1 and RF-3c¢c, have been
reworded to provide greater clarity and consistency.

-- Clarification has been provided that the decision amends FS
Regional Guides for the Northern, Intermountain, Pacific Southwest
and Pacifie Northwest Regions as well as individual forest planms.

VII. NPMA Finding of Non-Significance for Amendment of Regional Cuides

and Forest Plans : :

For the Forest Service only: Under the National Forest Management Act
(NFMA) (16 U.S.C. 1604(f)(4) Regional Guides and forest plans must “be
amended in any manner whatsoever after final adoption and after public
notice, and, if such smendment would result in a significant change in

_such plan, in accordance with subsections (e) and (£) of this section and’

public involvement comparsble to that required by subsection (d) of this
section.” The NFMA regulations at 36 CFR 219.10(f) state: "Based on an
apalysis of the objectives, guidelines, and other contents of the forest
plan, the Forest Supervisor shall determine whether a propesed amendment
would result in a significant change in the plan.® Neither NFMA nor its
ioplementing regulations define the term "significant”. Instead, the -
regulations place full discretion to determine whether or not a proposed
amendwent will be significant in the hands of the Forest Sexrvice.

Under NFMA and its regulations, an amendment that does not result ina

. significant change in a forest plan must be imdertaken with public notice
and appropriate NEPA compliance. If a change to a forest plan is

determined to be significant, the Regional Forester must follow the same

procedure required for the development of the forest plam, including -

preparation of an EIS. . o

The Forest Service lLand and Resource Management Plamning Handbook (FSH
1909.12) provides more detailed guidance for exercising this discretion.
This guidance offers a framework for comsideration, but does not demand
mechanical application. No ome factor is determinative and the guidelines
make clear that other factors may be considered. )

Under section 5.32, FSH 1909.12 lists four factors to be used when
determining whether a proposed change to a forest plan is significant or
not significant: timing; location and size; goals, objectives, and
outputs; and management prescriptions. It also states that ®[o]ther
factors may also be considered, depending on-the circumstances." The
determination if a proposed changed to a forest is significant or not
depends on an analysis of all of these factors. While these factors are
to be used, they do not override the statutory criterion that there be a
significant change in the plan. Basically, the decision-maker must
consider the extent of the change in the context of the entire plan
affected, and make use of the factors in the exercise of his or her
professional judgement. The Forest Service bhas carefully evaluated the
interim strategy and concluded that it does mot constitute a significant



amendment of the Reglonal Guides for the FS's Northernm, Intermountain,
Pacifie Southwest, and Pacific Northwest Regions and 15 forest plans in
eastern Oregon and Washington, ldshe, and portions of Califormia.

Timing .

The timing factor examines at what point, over the course of the forest
plan period, the plan is amended. Both the age of the underlying
document and the duration of the amendment are relevant considerations.
The handbook indicates that the later in the time period, the less
significant the change is 1likely to be. All of the forest plans here are
at least half-way through the first planning period. Even so, because the
interim direction will be in place for only 18 months, we do not expect
the direction to be in place for the remainder of the planning period. As
noted in the EA (p. 1), the action is limited in time and changes to the
plans are not intended to be permanent. The fact that these interim
guidelines, by definition, will only be in place until the current
analysis of a longer-term strategy is completed supports the
deternmination that they do not constitute significant amendments of the
Regional Guides and forest planms.

Location and Size

The key to the location and size is context or "the relationship of the
affected area to the overall plamning area® (FSH 1909.12, sec. 5.32(d)).
As further discussed in FSH 1909.12, sec. 5.32(d): "the smaller the area
affected, the less likely the change is to be a significant change in the
forest plan.* As discussed in the FONSI (pp. 1 and 2) and the EA (p.
16), the interim strategy applies only to projects within Riparian Area
Conservation Areas (RHCAs) or projects outside the RHCAs that would
degrade RHCA condition. The size of the area affected is very small. when
compared to- the cverall planning area.

The appropriate inquiry when considering the significance of plan
anendwents is the change made on each Forest, and not the cumularive
change on all the involved Forests. The cumulative change on all the
involved Forests is assessed to determine whether the amendment of the
Regional Guides is significant. In both cases, the areas in the plamming
unit affected by the interim standards snd guidelines is not so large in
size as to mandate a significant amendment (EA, pp. 12-13). :

'Goals, Objectives, and Outputs

.The goals, objectives, and outputs factor involves the determination of
*whether the change alters the long-term relationship between the levels
of goods and services in the overall plamning area® (FSH 1909.12, sec.
5.32(c)). This criterion concerns analysis of -the overall forest plan
and the various multiple use resources that may be affected. There is mno
guarantee under NFMA that output projections will actually be produced.
As discussed in the FONSI (p. 2) and the EA (pp. 17-19), the interim
strategy would apply only to proposed or new projects and activities and
ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable risk. Thus,
the interim strategy does not significantly elter the long-term
‘'relationships between the levels of goods and services projected by the
forest plans. For example, the effects on timber supply and other :
comrodity resources are short-term. The interim strategy will have
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short-term beneficial effects upon some resources such as water quality
and riparian resources. Table 3 in the EA (p. 66) shows the relatively
small estimated changes in recreation use, timber harvested and animals
grazed with adoption of the interim strategy. There may be opportunities
to substitute other areas and activities for those ongeing or proposed
projects affected by PACFISH. The interim strategy does not involve a
demand for any new service or good not discussed in or contesplated by
the existing forest plans or Regional Guides. Furthermore, the interim
strategy will only be in effect until a longer-term strategy is developed
and examined in an EIS -- approximately 18 months. The guidsnce in FSH
1909.12, sec. 5.32(c) explains: “In most cases, changes i{p outputs are
not likely to be a significant change in the forest plan unless the
change would forego the opportunity to achieve an ourput im later years®.
Any short term temporary reductions in outputs do not foreclose -
opportunities to achieve such outputs in later years. Thus, the interim
strategy does mot foreclose the achievement of existing goals and
objectives, :

Management Preseriptions

The management prescriptions factor involves the desterminstion of (1)
swhether the change in a management prescription is omly fer & specific
situation or whether it would apply to future decisioms threughout the
planning area” and (2) ®whether or not the change alters the desired
future condition of the land and resocurces of the land amé resources or
the smticipated goods and services to be produced® (FS¥ 1909.12, sec.
5.32(d)). -

The desired future conditions and long-term levels of geods snd services
projected in current plans would not be substantially changed by the

. .interim strategy. The interim strategy will work ts eccesplish an

element of the multiple use desired future conditioce of the Regional
Cuides and forest plans by providing for protection of thresatsned,
endangered, and sensitive species.. As noted above, the intsris strategy
is temporary and applies only to a portion of the oversll plamning area.
Thus, the "anticipated goods and services® will not be greatly affected
by interim direction. The interim strategy only affects lisited areas
where selected projects are occurring or may be proposed and does not
alter the management framework for the vast majority of lamds within the
overall planning area. In adopting the interim strategy (essentially
mitigation measures) until a longer-term strategy is developed, the plan

. apendments retain or improve the environmmental status quo em & portion of

" the affected national forests.

Factors

The handbook guidance -allows- for -the -consideration of .other factors. It
is crucial that the agency be able to respond to scientific information
and changing enviromnmental conditions. By responding to changing
circumstances, the Forest Service will be better able to manage the
national forests for multiple use resources and assure & comtinuous
supply of goods and services from the national forests for the long term.

In the case of the interim strategy, the "other factors® imclude the :
ability of the Forest Service to adapt to changing conditions and protect
threatened, endangered and sensitive species for a short period of time
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VIII.

until a longer-term strategy can be analyzed and adopted. The interim
strategy is merely a temporary attempt to preserve the environmental
status quo, thereby maintaining management options, while longer-temm
direction can be evaluated. By taking the active step of adopting
interim guidelines pending the development of longer-term options, the
Forest Service is better able to achieve its goals of managing the
National Forests for sustainable multiple uses, and to avoid drastic
epergency measures in the future.

The process of adapting forest management to changing social and
envirommental conditions is not finished. The long-term environmental
impact statements will also analyze similar issues concerning
environmental protection and commodity production. The interim strategy
provides a short-term response to complex, changing circumstances.

Site-Specific Project-Level Decisions

The Agencies will employ different approaches to interim management
direction (EA, pp. 19 - 20). This strategy applies to proposed and new
projects and activities and to ongoing projects and activities that pose
an unacceptable risk involving the management of timber, roads, grazing,
recreation resources, riparian areas, minerals, fire and fuels, gnd land
uses such as leases permits, rights-of-way and easements, as well as the
restoration of watershed, fisheries, and wildlife habitat within RHCAs or
that degrade RHCAs on lands administered by the Agencies within
anadromous watersheds in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and California
(excluding areas under the Rorthern Spotted Owl ROD) (EA, p. 17, Appendix
C, p. €-9). This is an interim strategy and will expire in 18 months
from the date of this Decision Rotice/ Decision Record.

FS_Approach:

The Regional Foresters for the Pacific Northwest, Pacific Southwest,
Northern, and Intermountain Regions are responsible for compliance this
decision on the Bitterroot, Boise, Challis, Clearwater, Lassen, lLos
Padres, Malheur, Nez Perce, Ochoco, Okanogan, Payette, Salmon, Sawtooth,
Usatilla, and Wallows-Whitman National Forests as well as the Sawtooth

KRational Recreation Area and the Columbia River Gorge Natiomal Scenic
Area. .

Under the authority of 36 CFR 219.10(f), this decision amends Regional
Guides for the FS's Northern, Intermountain, Pacific Southwest, and
Pacific Northwest Regions and 15 forest plans (EA, Appendix D, pp. D-3
to D-6) to add explicit goals and objectives for anadromous fish habitat

-condition and function, and identify RHCAs where management activities

will meet new comprebensive standards and guidelines for an 18-momth
period following the date of this decision (EA, Appendix C). These
interim standards and guidelines replace existing conflicting direction
described in these 15 forest plans except where the forest plan direction
provides more protection for anadromous fish habitat (EA, p. 14). The
decision documents for projects where these new standards and guidelines
are applied will comtain a finding that the project is consistent with
the LRMPs as amended by these ipterim standards and guidelines.
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BIM Approach:

The State Directors for California, Idaho, and Oregon/Washington are
responsible for compliance with this decision on the Bakersfield and
Ukiah Districts in California; the Salmon and Coeur d'Alenme Districts in
1daho; and the Prineville, Spoksne, and Vale Districts in
Oregon/Washington. Following this decision the BIM director will issue
instruction to state directors to review the conformance of the interim
direction with existing LUPs,

The BIM will incorporste the interim direction (Alternative 4) that is
consistent with current LUPs into all proposed and new projects and
activities, snd certain ongoing projects and activities,

If the interim directiom is not consistent with existing LUPs, the BIM
will seek to amend or revise the LUP so that the interim direction is
consistent with the LUP. Until the LUP is amended or revised, the BILM
will use the existing LUP direction, or will attempt to implement the
management direction for certain ongoing projects and activities through
negotiation with the use authorization holders (e.g., grazing permittees,
right-of-way holders, recreation permit holders), or will seek other
remedy within the terms of the existing authorizationm, mcluding

mpdifying suspending or cancelling authorizatiom.

Administrative Rev:lew Oppoxrtumities

These declisions are the final decisions of the Agencies. Parties may

petition for administrative review in accordsnce with the follwing

procedures.

Departwent of Agg.culture This deeis:l.on nay be appealed in accordance

with the provisions of 36 CFR 217.7(a) by filing a written notice of

appeal, in duplicate, within 45 days of the date of publication of the

- legal notice of availability for this decision. The Decisiom is
effective 7 days after publication of legal notice, 36 CFR 217.10(a). The

appeal must be filed with the Secretary of Agriculcure Review by .the

Secretary is wholly discretionary.

The notice of appeal must include sufficient narrative evidence and
argument to show why this decision should be changed or reversed (36 CFR
217.9).

Department of the Interior: This decision may be appealed to. the .
Department of the Interjor, Board of Land Appeals, in accordance with the
provisions of 43 CFR 4.20 to 4.31 and 43 CFR 4.400 to 4.415, by filing a
written notice of appeal. This notice must be filed with the Director of
the BLM within 30 days of the date of publication of the legal notice of
availability for this decision. The notice of appeal may include a
statepent of reasons for the appeal, & statement of standing, and any
arguments the appellant wishes to make, A party filing an appeal may
Tequest a stay of this decision, in accordance with 43 CIR 4.21. The
notice of appeal, request for stay, and other documents shall be served
as specified in 43 CFS 4.413 and 4.401(c).




XI.

Administrative or Supporting Record

Records documenting the pPreparation and review of this interim strategy
‘are available at:

USDA FOREST SERVICE

WILDLIFE, FISH AND RARE PLANTS STAFF
AUDITORS BUILDING

14TH AND INDEPENDENCE AVENUES, SW
WASHINGTON, DC 20250

Signatures

By signing this Decision Notice/Decision Record together, we exercise our
respective authorities over only those portions relevant to- our
authority.

Y
. “ | |

. . ) -y .- -
. ! -\ K\ﬂ‘ ./ -‘.,I/) ‘/7. . - P /
_)(;;wLLLU:% e [0 fon may gl
- JACK WARD THOMAS 'MIKE DOMBECK .
. Ghief, USDA Forest Service Ecting Directer, USDI Bureau
i : ‘ of Land Management

Date: February 24, 1995 Date: February 24, 1995
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

FOR THE
INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR
MANAGING ANADROMOUS FISH-PRODUCING WATERSHEDS
IN EASTERN OREGON AND WASHINGTON, IDAHO,
AND PORTIONS OF CALIFORNIA

USDA Forest Setvice and USDI Bureau of Land Management



FINDIKG OF RO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

For The
Interim Strategies For
Managing Anadromous Fish-Producing Watersheds
In Eastern Oregon And Washington, ldaho,
And Portions Of California

USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management

BACKGROUND

The Chief of :he Forest Service and the Director of the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) have analyzed a proposal for interim direction intended to

_arrest the degradation and begin the restoration of habitat for Pacific

enadromous fish (salmon, steelhead and sea-run cutthroat trout). The proposal
addresses habitat on lands administered by the Forest Service and the Bureau of
Land Management in Eastern Oregon and Washington,. Idaho, and portions of
California. The proposal does not include areas under the Record of Decision
for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Pl

Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (Northerm Spotted Owl
ROD).

The proposal for interim management and four alternatives, associated design
features, and potential mitigation measures were described and analyzed in an
Envirormental Assessment (EA) dated March 18, 1994. .The Proposed Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) and the EA were made available for public review and
comment. Although the public comments did not warrant a modification in the
FONSI, the EA has been modified to disclose the nature of the comments and the
Agencies' responses to them. .The modified EA also affords the Agencies
opportunity to provide clarification on selected points.

Other related environmental dociments which were taken into account include:
Regional Guides, Land and Resource Management Plans (forest plans) and
associsted National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents in the 15
national forests, the Land Use Plans (LUPs) and associated NEPA documents in
the 7 BLM districts, and the Northern Spotted Owl ROD and associated NEPA
documents.

REASONS FOR FINDING OF NO SIGRIFICANT IHPACT

In- consideration of the amalysis documented-in the EA-and in light of the
reasons set forth below, we f£ind that adoption of Altermative 4 as :he interim
strategy will not significantly impact the human enviroment.

1. The interim strategy would be limited in geographic application (40 CFR
1508.27(a)). The interim strategy would apply to projects within Riparian



Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) or that degrade RHCAs on lands
adwinistered by the Agencies in the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho,
and California (excluding those areas under the Northern Spotted Owl ROD)
(EA, p. 16 and Appendix C, p. C-9).

. The interim strategy would be limited to certain projects and activitijes,
The interim strategy would apply only to proposed or mew projects and
activities* and ongoing projects and activities. that pose an unacceptable
risk** involving the management of timber, roads, grazing, reecreation
resources, riparian areas, minerals, fire and fuels, and land uses such as
leases permits, rights-of-way and easements, as well as the restoration of
vatershed, fisheries, and wildlife habitat (EA, p. 16 and Appendix C,. p.
C-9). Thus, resource effects would not be significant, given the short
duration of interim direction and the ability of the Agencies to relocate
activities outside the RHCAs. The interim strategy will reduce the :
potential envirommental impacts of project decisionms.

. The interim strategy would not significantly affect lic health or safe
(40 CFR 1508.27(b)(2)). The interim strategy does not, on its own,

- authorize any ground-disturbing activities or direct changes to the
environmental status quo. Instead, it provides programmatic direction and
mitigation measures to be applied to site-specific projects and.
activities. New project decisions will be preceded by site-specific NEPA
and Endangered Species Act (ESA) analysis (EA, pp. 17, 36). Thus, the
selected alternative does not have significant effects on human health and
safety beyond those already documented in existing plan.EISs and
-site-specific analyses of ongoing projects and activities or might be
identified in such future analyses of proposed projects and activities.
Environmental effects on some resources (e.g., aquatic, riparian) will be
reduced. These beneficial effects will not be significant due to the short
time frame ‘involved, the limited ares affected, and the limited intensity
of the beneficial effects. , _

*"Proposed or new projects and activities” gre defined as those actions
that have not been implemented, or for which contracts have not been
awsrded, or for which permits have not been issued, or (within the range of
listed anadromous fish) contimuing actions for which the Biological
Assessments have not been prepared and submitted for consultation, prior to
signing of this decision (EA, pp. 17 and Glossary-5).

**+*0ngoing projects and gctivities"™ are defined as those actions that have
been implemented, or that have contracts awarded, or permits issued, and
(within the range of listed anadromcus fish) for which Biological
Assessments have been prepared and submitted for constiltation, prior to the
signing of this decision (EA, p. Glossary-5). The CGlossary defines
"unacceptable risk® as a level of risk from an ongoing activity or group of
ongoing activities that is determined through NEPA analysis or the
preparation of Biological Assessments/Evaluations, or their subsequent
Teview, to be: --"likely to adversely affect® listed anadromous fish or
their designated critical habitat, or --*likely to adversely impact®
non-listed anadromous fish (EA, pp. 18 and Glossary-7).



4.

The interim strategy would not _significantly affect any unique
characteristics of the geographic area (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(3)), does not
adversely affect anything listed or eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places, nor does it cause loss or destruction of
significant scientific, cultural, or historic resources (40 CFR
1508.27(b)(8)). As discussed in the EA, the interim strategy does not
alter the envirommental protection afforded to such unique lands and
resources as wild and scenic rivers (EA, p. 61), ecologically important
plant communities such as are found in riparian areas (EA, pp. 45, 48 - 49,
52, and 55), cultural resources (EA, p. 60), and Tribal heritage sites with
archeological and religious importance (EA, pp. 61 - 62). The interim
strategy is not applied te any park lands or prime farm land.

The interim strategy does not inmvelve physical or bieclogical effects that
are likely to be highly controversial (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(4)). The
scientific basis for this interim direction has been thoroughly evaluated -
(EA, pp. 2 to 6, B to 11, and Appendix A). The declines of anadromous fish
stocks and degradation of their associated freshwater habitat have not been
disputed. Any controversy pertains to the best approach to correct the
problems or maintain the status quo while the long-term envirommental
analyses are completed, not the magnitude of the problen (EA, Appendix F,
Response to Public Comments).

. The interim strate does not involve social 6: economic effects that are

1likely to be highly controversial (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(4)). Controversy in
this context refers to cases where there is substantial dispute as to the
size, nature, or effect of the Federal action, rather than to opposition to
ics adoption. Some individuals who are likely to experience adverse
economic effects, however, have taken exception to the proposal (EA, p. 59
-and Appendix F). Others argued for mwore restrictive protective measures
than the proposed action, and urged the adoption of Alternative 5. On the
acres affected, the short-term nature of the effects is within allowed
fluctuations in the ten year plamming period.

. The interim strategy would not impose any highly uncertain, unique. or

unknown envirommentsl risks (40 CFR 1508.28(b)(5)). The best available
scientific information provided the foundation for designing the interin
strategy (EA, pp. .2 to 6, 8 to 11, 36-39, Appendix A, Appendix C).
Measures similar to the ones described in Appendix C are used for
managenent of anadromous fish habitat in. areas subject to the Northern
Spotted Owl ROD.

. The interim strategy does mot establish a precedent for future actions with

significant effects and does not represent & decision in principle about a
future consideration (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(6)), nor is it related to other
actions with individually insignificant but cumulative sigmificant impacts
(40 CFR 1508.27(b)(7)). The interim strategy 1s a short-term effort to
retain the environmental status quo while the Agencies develop and evaluate
long-term strategies. The interim strategy will be applied during a
limited period of 18 months from the date of the decision. The temporary
nature of the interim strategy will limit its effects (EA, p. 12). The EA
discloses the ct;mulat_ive envirommental effects of short-temm incremental




improvements in _ﬁabit:at conditions and trends on lands within the
anadromous watersheds that are administered by the Agencies (EA, pp. 38 -

39). -

The envirommental analyses being prepared for the long-term enviromnmental
strategies will produce long-term cumulative effects information. Because
recovery processes within riparian areas and aquatic habitats are gradual,
such short-term adjustments in management practices are unlikely to result
in significant effects on fiture actions on these Federal lands (EA, pp. 38
- 39). The interim strategy is mot binding on any future decisions made on
long-tern strategies (EA, p. 20). .

The interim strategy will not adversely affect an endangered or threatened

ecies or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the =
- Endangered Species Act (40 CFR 1508.27(b)(9)). A Biological Evaluation and

a Biological Assessment completed by the Agencies’ scientists have
concluded that adoption of the proposed measure would not produce
significant impacts. Because fish listed pursuant to the ESA are
involved, the Agencies have consulted with the United States Departwent of
the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the United States
Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in
accordance with established requirements. The FWS, through a letter of

" concurrence, found that the proposed action would have a neutral or

.10,

beneficial effect on listed species under their jurisdiction. The NMFS,
through & biological opinion, has determined that the proposed action is
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species under
their jurisdiction or result in destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat. The EA reflects the results of these consultations, and
the consultation documents are included as Appendix J to the EA. Site
specific projects will be preceded by bilological evaluations where listed
species may be affected. - ©o : - -

The interim 'strategy does not threaten a violation of Federal, State or

local law or reguirements imposed for the protection of the envirorment (ﬁO
CFR 1508.27(b)(10)). The Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management

have jointly issued notices announcing the development of the long-term
environmental analyses (EA, Appendix I). In accordance with Section
1506.1(a) of the Council on Envirommental Quality regulations implementing
NEPA, upon issuance of a Notice of Intent, and until issuance of a Record
of Decision, the Agencies will take no actions which have an adverse
envirommental impact or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives.
Additionally, adoption of the preferred alternmative would not significantly
affect the following elements of the human environment, which are specified
in statute, regulation, or executive order: Air Quality, Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern, Cultural Resources, Farm Lands (prime or unique),
Floodplains, Native American Religious Concerns, Threatened or Endangered
Species, Hazardous or Solid Wastes, Water.Quality, Wild and Scenic Rivers,
and Wilderness. :



DETERMINATION

On the basis of the information and analysis contained in the attached EA
and all other information available as sumparized above, it is our
determination that adoption of the interim direction over the next 18
months (while envirommental analyses of long-term Strategies are being
prepared) does not constitute a major Federal action significantly

affecting the quality of the human environment. Therefore. aa
Envirommental Impact Statement is not needed.

A ;\ é
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/7 JACK WARD THOMAS . MIKE DOMBECX
. Chief, USDA Forest Service hoting ; Director, USD! Bureau of
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land Managemen:

Date: February 24, 1995 Date: February .4, 1335
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

INTERIM STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING ANADROMOUS
FISH-PRODUCING WATERSHEDS ON FEDERAL LANDS IN EASTERN
OREGON AND WASH’NCGAZ';.CI)Iyé l!l?\ﬁll\-[o' AND PORTIONS OF :

USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management



PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

Backeround

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service (FS) and the U.S. Department of the
Interior Burean of Land Management (BLM) [hereinafter jointly referred to as “the Agencies”]
are developing an ecosystem-based, aquatic habitat and nparian-area management strategy
(commonly referred to as PACFISH) for Pacific salmon, steelhead, and sea-run cutthroat trout
habitat on lands they administer. The strategy is being developed in response to new
information documenting broad declines in naturally reproducing Pacific salmon, steelhead,
and sea-ran cutthroat trout [hereinafter referred to as anadromous fish], and widespread
degradation of the habitat upon which these anadromous fish depend.! This environmental
assessment analyzes a range of interim strategies for arresting the degradation and beginning
the restoration of aquatic and riparian ecosystems during the next 18 months while a Jonger-
term strategy is developed and evaluated. Recent studies warrant consideration of an interim
iuategyformanagemmtofaquaﬁcandripaﬁan ecosystems on lands administered by the
gencies. : E

In March-April 1991, the American Fisheries Society (AFS), a professional society of
fisheries research scientists and fisheries managers, published a report” that identified 214
stocks of naturally reproducing anadromous fish in California, Oregon, Washington, and
Idaho, that were considered to be “at risk” of extinction or "of special concem.” The report
also documented 106 additional stocks that already are extinct. The depressed status of 214
stocks reflects the interaction of mherently variable environmental conditions, such as ocean

~ productivity and weather pattérns, with a variety of management activities. In general, stock

survival is threatened by some combination of dam construction and operation, water
diversions, habitat modifications, fish hatchery operations, and fish harvest. Reasons for the
decline of anadromous fish vary by species and geographic area (e.g., dams are a primary
factor affecting the status of some stocks, but have a negligible effect on others), however,
degradation of freshwater habitat is 8 common feature affecting all at-risk stocks, A 1992
report’ calculsted that of the 192 stocks of anadromous fish in the Columbia River Basin,
35 percent are extinct, 19 percent were at high risk of extinction, 7 percent were at moderate
risk of extinction, 13 percent were of special concem, and 26 percent were presumed secure.

‘USDA Forest Service Pacific Salmon Work Group and Field Team. 1992. Informatianal Report - Background
Report for the Development of the Forest Service Management Strategy for Pacific Salman and Steelhead
Habitat,

2W. Nehisen, J. E. Williams, and J. A. Lichatowich. 1991, Pecific Saimon af the Croswroads: Stocks at Risk
JSfrom California, Oregon, Idaho, and W ashington. Fisheties 16 ): 4-21.

3JE. Williams, J.A. Lichatowich, and W. Nehisen 1992. Declining Saimon and Steelhead Populations: New
Endangered Species Concerns for the West. Endangered Species Update. 9(4):1-8.



Subsequent surveys in California‘, Oregon®, and Washington® confirmed the scope but
broadened the magnitude of the decline.

Assessments by researchers indicate that stream systems throughout California, Oregon,
Washington, and Idaho, have been degraded considerably by human-mduced cumulative
effects from such activities as livestock use, road construction, timber harvest, recreational
use, channelization, and other watershed management projects and activities (based on the
following studies listed in Appendix A: Platts, 1989; Platts, 1991; Mechan, 1991; NMFS
1993; and Idaho Department of Fish and Game, 1992) . For example, from 1987 to 1992,
researchers from the Pacific Northwest Research Forest and Range Experiment Station - -
resurveyed 116 stream systems in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, and compared the number
of large, deep pools per stream mile—~a primary indicator of high quality, in-channel habitat
condition—to the number documented during surveys conducted between 1935 and 1945.
Their report’ documents substantial decreases in the quality and quantity of large, deep pools
throughout managed areas of the region. The number of large, deep pools decreased 58
percent in the Cowlitz River Basin, 41 percent in the Lewis River, 84 percent in the '
Elochoman River Basin, and 85 percent in the Yakama River Basin, all in Washington State;
78 percent in the Lewis and Clark River and 85 percent in the Clatskanie River, both in
Oregon; and 52 percent in the Salmon River Basin of Idaho. Pool-riffle ratios have decreased

from historic levels of about 50:50 to 20:80 or 10:90 according to Oregon Game Commission

surveys i the 19605 and Forest Service surveys in the. 1970s (unpublished data).

Despite impiementation of gradually improving best management practices through national
forest Land and Resource Management Plans (forest plans) and BLM Land Use Plans (LUPs),
riparian and aquatic habitat conditions on Federal lands have continued to decline. Generally,
anadromous fish habitat on lands administered by the Agencies have 30-70 percent fewer
large, deep pools, more fine sediments in spawning gravels, and greater disturbance of
riparian vegetation than is acceptable. Such factors reflect a general reduction in fish habitat

‘P. Higgins, S. Dobush, aad D. Fuller. 1992. Factors in Northern California Threatening Stocks W ith Extinction.
American Fisheries Socicty, Humbokit Chapter. 25 pp.

sr.E.Nicblson;lW.N‘mholu,AMMcGie,R.B.Ihdaay.DLBoﬂom,RJ.Kaiser,andS.E.heohs. 1992.
Statuy of Anadromous Salmonids in Oregon Coastal Bavins. Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wild., Portland. 83 pp.

*Washington Department of Fisheries, Washington Department of Wildlife, and Western Washington Tresty
Indinn Tribes. 1993. Washington-Siate Salmon- and Steelhead Stock Inventory. -Washington Dept. of Fisheries.,

Olympia. 212 pp.
"B.A. Mcintosh, JR. Sedell, JE. Smith, R.C. Wissman, S.E. Clark, G.H. Reeves, and L A. Brown,

Management Bistory of Eastside Ecosystems: Changes in Fish Habitat over 50 years, 1935-1992, USDASFS
PNW Research Station, General Technical Report PNW-GTR-321, February 1994.
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capability.’ Many streams have become simplified, having lost the structural complexity vital
to the productivity and well-being of many aguatic species. ‘

Agency-administered lands provide substantial habitat for remaining stocks of anadromous
fish. The Agencies estimate that of the 214 stocks identified in the AFS published report as
at risk of extinction, 134 occur on FS-administered lands and 109 on BLM-administered
lands® The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has determined that the Snake River
sockeye salmon is endangered,’”® and the Snake River fall and spring/summer chinook salmon
is threatened'’ pursuant to provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended
(ESA). Since initial publication of this environmental assessment (EA), NMFS announced an
¢mergency action to reclassify the status of the Snake River spring/summer chinook salmon
and fall chinook saimon from threatened to endangered. The emergency action will be in -
effect until April 15, 1995. During this time, NMFS will publish a proposed rule to reclassify
these chinook stocks. The NMFS determination was based on a projected decline in adult
Snake River chinook salmon abundance. The Sacramento River winter chinook salmon was .
listed as threatened® in 1990. The NMFS recently determined that reclassifying the
Sacramento River winter chirook salmon as endangered was warranted.'* Additional -stocks
have been, or are expected to be, petitioned for listmg.'* Further, all anadromous fish in the
Snake River Basin have been designated as sensitive species by the FS and are being
considered for such designation by the BLM. '

The 1994 adult spring chinook salmon count at Bonneville Dam was 20,132 (Fish Passage
Center 1994), about 43 percent of the previous record low retum. The expected 1994 return
of combined Snake River spring and summer chinook salmon runs to Lower Granite Dam is

*RJ. Naiman, T.J. Beechic, LE. Benda, et al. 1992. Findanental Elements of Ecologically Healthy Watersheds
in the Pacific Northwest Coaxtal Ecaregion. Pp. 127-188. In: Naiman, R.J. ed. W atershed Management
Balaneing Sustainability and Envirommental Change. New York, NY. Springer-Verlag. P.A. Bisson, TP.
Quinn, GH. Reeves, and S.V. Gregory. 1992. Best Management Practices, Cumulative Effects, and Long-term
Trends in Fish A bundance in Pacific Northwest River Systems. Pp. 189-232. In: Naiman R.J. ed Faershed
Management Balancing Sustainability and Environmental Change. New Yotk, NY. Springer-Veriag,

SIE. Williams and C. D. Williams. ms. An Ecosystem-based Approach to Management of Salmon and Steethead
Habitat. Ms. prepared for Pacific Salmon and Their Ecosystems Conference.” Seattle, WA Jaguary 1994,

NMFS determination in 56 FR 58619; November 20, 1991. Added to list in 57 FR 212; Jauary 3, 1992,
Critical Habitat designated in 58 FR 68543; December 28, 1993. .

UNMFS determination in 57 FR 14654; April 22, 1992 [Carrected in 57 FR 23458; June 3, 1992). Added'to
lst in 58 FR 49880; September 23, 1993. Critical Habitat designated in 58 FR 68543; December 28, 1993.

NMES determination in 59 FR 42529; Angust 18, 1994.

uNMI-’S determmatmn in 55 FR 46515; November 5, 1990. Added to list in 55 FR 49623; November 30, 1990.
Criticaf Habitat designated in 58 FR 33212; June 16, 1993.

3NMFS determination in 59 FR 440; January 4, 1954.
In particular, the Illinois River winter steelhead in Oregon, other coastal and interior stecihead, the
mid-Columbia River chinook, and the coho (silver) salmon throughout their range in the lower 48 States.
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projected to yield only 14 to 28 percent of the recent 10-year average for spawning redds
(NMFS and Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 1994). Based on the 1994 spring chinook jack
count at Bonneville Dam, the 1995 run will likely be even lower than in 1994. The projected
1994 return of listed fall chinook saimon to the Columbia River is 803, the second lowest on
record. When mortality is considered, NMFS estimates that only 300 adults wall reach Lower
Granite Dam. The 1995 forecast suggest that the fall chinook run will be about 60 percent of
1994 (NMFS and FWS 1994). |

The Agencies have taken a number of independent actions to respond to declines in
anadromous fish stocks and the degradation of habitat Both participated in the 1990-1991
"Salmon Summit,” which was convened by Senator Mark Hatfield to examune restoration of
Columbia River Basin anadromous fish. The Agencies were instrumental 1n developing the
Habitat Section of the Summit Report,’® and have undertaken 2 number of the neas-term
actions identified in that report. Thef have developed and are impiementng a vanety of
anadromous fish program initiatives'’ for management of their respective snadromous fish
‘habitat resources. To date, however, even in light of ongoing efforts outsade the range of the
northemn spotted owl, neither Ageacy has implemented a comprehensive spproach ©
ecosystem-based management of aquatic and riparian habitats. In addinon. as required by the
ESA, projects and activities on 10 national forests and 4 BLM districss are subjyecz ©
consultation with the NMFS on threatened and endangered anadromous fish m the Snake
River Basin. During consultation the Agencies have found that adopton of habetat protection
standards similar to those explored in this environmental assessment generally has become the
accepted method of meeting threatened and endangered anadromous fish hebetat requirements.

On January 25, 1994, the Agencies joined with the National Park Service (NPS). FWS, and
NMEFS in signing an Interagency Memorandum of Understanding (Interagmncy MOU) to
cooperate in management of federally administered lands for the conservabom of species that
are tending towards Federal listing as threatened or endangered pursusnt © the ESA. The
Interagency MOU describes the protection and proper management of habwtass a3 an important
tool for preventing additional listings of species. The Interagency MOU was exscuted to
facilitate compliance with ESA Section 7(2) obligations requiring all Federal agencies to
proactively manage lands gnd resources within their jurisdictions for the conservanon of rare
species. '

The strategy being developed by the Agencies would provide a-consistent spproach for
mamtaining and restoring aquatic and riparian habitat conditions, and would contbute to the
sustained natural production of anadromous fish. The Agencies established two technical
teams—~the FS/BLM Field Team and Washington Office Work Group—and one Washington
Office Policy Group, to coordinate strategy development All three were composed of
Agency research scientists and managers. The information developed by these groups
provided the foundation for the aquatic and riparian components of the Saennfic Analysis

1*Report of the Salmon Summit. 1991. Submitted by Governors Roberts (OR), Gardoer (WA), Anadrus (ID),
and Stephens (MT) to Senator Hatfield (OR). .

¥*USDI Buresu of Land Management. 1993. Anadromous Fisk Habitat Manogement and Funding Strategy for -
the Columbia and Snake River Barins. USDA Forest Service, Regions 1, 4, and 6. 1991. Colsmbia River Basin
Anadromous Fish Habitat Managemen: Policy and Impiementation Guide.



Team Report" and the Forest Ecosystem Management Assssment Team (FEMAT) Report.”
Measures for maintaining and restoring anadromous fish habitat are included in the Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Habitat for
Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northem
Spotted Owl (Northern Spotted Owl ¥SEIS) for all or parts of the 15 national forests and 6
BLM districts® that are within the range of the northem spotted owl and which accommodate

naturally reproducing stocks of anadromous fish.

Over the next 18 monﬂ:s, the Agencies will cooperatively prepare several geographically-
specific environmental analyses (e.g., environmental impact statements (EISs)) to examine
Ionger-term management stratepies for protecting or restoring anadromous fish-producing
watersheds in areas considered in this environmental assessment®' These analyses will build
on the information developed by the Agencies’ technical teams and policy group, and
determine if amendments to forest plans, LUPs, or regional guides in California, Idaho,
Oregon, and Washington are necessary.

Because new information documents that nearly one-half of the anadromous fish stocks are at
risk of extinction, and habitat degradation is a common ceusal factor, the Agencies are
analyzing a range of interim strategies, based on the work of the technical teams and policy
group, for immediately arresting the decline in habitat conditions, initiating habitat restoration,
ang protecting remainmg high quality habitat until the geographically-specific environmental
analyses are completed. The Agencies want to make their best effort to ensure that nothing
done on national forests and BLM public lands in the interim resuits in the extinction or
further endangerment of at-risk anadromous fish stocks, or otherwise precludes options that
will be considered in the geographically-specific environmental analyses. Improved

management of aquatic and riparian ecosystems on lands administered by the Agencies,
combined with improvements in hydropower operations, hatchery practices, and fish harvest
management, can prevent.additional stocks from becoming extinct and preclude the need to
extend the protection of the Endangered Species Act to other anadromous fish stocks in

California, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. _ ‘
In accordance with congressional direction provided in the Fiscal Year 1994 Interior and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, the FS will not implement new anadromous fish habitat

management direction during fiscal year 1994 on the Tongass National Forest in Alaska, but
will conduct studies and monitor current management practices on the Toagass. In
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18] W. Thomas, M.G. Raphael, R.G. Agthony, ED. Forsman, A.G. Gunderson, R_S. Holthausen, B.G. Marcot,
GH Reeves, JR. Sedell, and DM Solis. March 1993. Viability Assessments and Management Considerations
Jor Species Axsociated with Late-Successional and Old-Growth Forests of the Facific Northwest - The Report of
duScmﬁcAmb'm Team. USDA, Forest Service, Portiand, OR.

”ForutEeosystun Management Assessment Team. 1993, Forest Ecosystem Management: an Ecological,
Economic, and Social A3sessment, USDA, Forest Service. Portland, OR.

20Tpe Mt. Hood, Rogue River, Siskiyou, Sinslaw, Umpque, Willamette, Gifford-Pinchot, Mt. Baker-Snoquaimie,
& portion of the Okanogan, Olympic, Wenatchee, Klamath, Shasts-Trinity, Mendocino, and Six Rivers National

Forests; and the Coos Bay, Medford, Eugene, Roscburg, sad Salem BLM Districts in Oregon; and the Ascata
deeddngmecAmsoftheUhahBIMDu&wthahﬁoma. ’

~ 21The notices initiating these analyses are included in Appendix L
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subsequent years, as determined necessary for stewardship of anadromous fish habitat in
Alaska and evaluated as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), both
Agencies will incorporate appropriate measures into regional guides and forest plans and
LUPs for management of all lands and resources within ﬂ:ezr respective jurisdictions in

Although neither Agency has jurisdiction over other factors affecting anadromous fish, each
will remain alert for opportunities to coordinate its efforts to improve habitat condition on
Agency-administered lands with the efforts taken by others to address such factors as dams,
hatcheries, fish harvesting, and private-land habitat condition. Full recovery of listed
anadromous fish and conservation of other anadromous fish that are at risk of extinction will
depend on the development of a response to all factors affecting their decline, including those
factors outside the Agencies' jurisdictions. Regardless of any action or inaction by other

_ responsible agencies or organizations that might affect populations of anadromous fish stocks,
ﬂaeAgenushaverSpons"bmusmpmceedmﬂzacnonwmdegmdedhabmtmd

protect good-quality habitat.

The FS, BLM, and National Marine Fishenies Service and others signed a Memorandum of
Understanding in January, 1994 to “[wjork together and participate in the conservation of
selected plant and animal species and their habitats to reduce, mitigate, and possibly eliminate
the need for their listing umder the ESA by developing habitat conservation assessments
leading to Conservation Agreements.” This MOU was signed to facilitate the agencies
working toassessandprotecthabmtmanﬁmmeonmat-nskws,
avoiding the need to list them as threatened or endangered under the ESA.-

In recognition of the alarming decline of some Pacific Northwest salmon stocks and the need
for the federal government to respond in 2 coordinated fashion, the Deparments of the
Interior and Agriculture signed a8 Memorandum of Agreement with other Departments, the
White House Office on Environmental Policy, and the Environmental Protection Agency to
mbhshaﬁameworkmfamhmethedevelopmmtofawordm&dmdmmpmhmve :
salmon restoration plan in October, 1994. The Agreement is intended to ensure that federal
agencies work together in a coordnated manner that maximizes the use of federal expertise
and resources, and eliminates unnecessary duplication and inefficiencies. The Agreement
established 8 plan for salmon, and a regional Coordinating Committee to "assume primary
responsibility for developing and implementing a coordinated Federal effort to conserve and
restore Pacific salmon and their associated habitats *

Purpose

The purpose of this environmental assessment is to provide decision makers with analysis of a

range of interim strategies for arresting the degradation and begmning the restoration of
riparian and aquatic ecosystems in watersheds where anadromous fish habitat is present or
easily could be reestablished (hereinafter referred to as anadromous watersheds), to publicly
disclose the possible environmental consequences that adoption of each strategy would bring,
and to provide continuing opportunities to incorporate the latest scientific information into
resource plans and management practices. Altemative strategies presented in this
environmental assessment are designed to maintain options for more comprehensive mitigation
or environmental protection measures that may be found necessary through the
geographically-specific environmental analyses that will be prepared for the affected area.’

Do
- - I-
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To protect the good quality anadromous fish habitats, arrest the degradanon, and begin
restoration of anadromous fish habitat, as well as to respond to a wide array of new scientific
information on the status of various anadromous fish stocks and the condition of aguatic and
riparian habitat, the Agencies are reevaluating all management projects and activities in
anadromous watersheds not considered in the Northem Spotted Owl FSEIS. Because the
preparation of geographically-specific environmental analyses that will examine longer-term
options for protecting this habitat is scheduled to take 18 months, and because recent
assessments of the short- and long-term risks to maintenance and recovery of anadromous fish
stocks under cutrent management direction are high, the Agencies believe that a range of
interim strategies must be examined for possible adoption. Such strategies are an attempt to
ensure that management actions taken in the interim do not have adverse environmental
effects that could result in extinction or further endangerment of anadromous fish stocks or
othemselumtﬂne range or number of reasonable alternatives that are to be evaluated in the
graphically-specific environmental analyses (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
1506 1). The interim strategies are intended to bridge the time gap between eansnngforst
plansandwha:everlong-tetmsn'ategyxsﬁnaﬂyadopwd.

The FS, in accordance with 36 CFR. 219.19, develops land and resource management plans to
manage fish and wildlife habitat to maintain viable populations of existing native and desired
non-native vertebrate species in the particular planning area Because of the complexity and
dynamic nature of the national forest resources managed under the NFMA, there is no specific
or precise standard or technique for satisfying this requirement, as recognized by the scieatific
community and many courts (see Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and
Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spoued
Owl (NSO ROD)), pp. 43-47). The BLM, in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), 43 U.S.C. 1701.8, is required to manage pnbhc lands to
protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and

ammospheric, water resource, and archeological values. Both agencies are required by the
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251, 1329, to see that activities occurring on lands they
administer comply with requirements conceming the discharge or nm-off of pollutants. In
compliance with their own laws and regulations, and m accordance with the

MOU, the Clean Water Act, and applicable Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)

: regdmonsd:eAgmmesmmﬂypmposebdwdopmdadomacoordemtenms@egy

for protecting quality anadromous fish habitat, and arresting the degradation and beginning the .
restoration of aguatic and riparian ecosystems that constitute anadromous fish habitat.

Interim direction also would facilitate the ability of managers of Federal land within the range
of listed anadromous fish to more efficiently and effectively prepare project-specific decisions
that will successfully meet requirements of the ESA. Because consultation with the NMFS
and the FWS on the interim direction has been completed prior to any adoption, the interim
direction would establish guidance that incorporates during initial project design those
measures generally determined necessary for compliance with the ESA. This would result in

an approach to project design that is more efficient and cost-effective than awaiting project-
specific consuitation o incorporate all necessary provisions. Interim direction also would
increase Agency consistency with and responsiveness to riparian and aguatic habitat concerns
across the range of anadromous fish habitat in the western contiguous United States. This, in
tum, would reduce the probability that some additional stocks of anadromous fish will need to

be listed as threatened or endangered.

There is a noted and continuing decline of habitat elements essential to anadromous fish; and
not all forest plans or LUPs include standards, gmdelines, and procedures that allow managers



to efficiently and effectively address measures suggested by the NMFS for protection of listed
anadromous fish species. Further, not all these planning documents ensure the maintenance
and restoration of habitat for other anadromous fish stocks. To better meet responsibilities to
provide habitat for listed and other at-risk anadromous fish stocks, and to avoid gridiock
the management of the national forests and BLM public lands and help stabilize the flow of
goods and services from these lands, both Agencies believe there is an immediate need to
examine gppropriate modifications in management direction.

Need

The need for interim management has been made clear by the rapidly declining status of
numerous anadromous fish stocks and numerous siudies that have demonstrated that declining
freshwater habitat condition is a common causal factor in those declines. Furthermore,
independent investigations by Agency scientists have confirmed the declining habitat
conditions on Agency-administered lands and the dependency of anadromous fish upon high
quality habitat conditions. Because of this decline in habitat elements, there is a need to
adopt an interim strategy now. g

In 1991, the AFS published the first comprehensive report on the status of anadromous fish
stocks® The AFS report documents the resnits of a 4-year effort by the AFS Endangered
Species Committee to gather, interpret, and summarize information compiled from previously
published literature and unpublished data on the status of anadromous fish in California,
Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. Information contained in that report was gathered from fish
management agencies, Native American tribes, Oregon and Idaho chapters of the AFS, and
sportfishing and conservation groups as well as from published scientific joumnals, '
proceedings, and books. The authors used a wide vanety of available data, including
spawning escapements, redd counts, aduit counts, recreational catch, dam counts, and
anecdotal information. The report documented 1 stock that in 1991 already was listed .
pursuant to the ESA, another 101 stocks at bigh risk of extinction, 58 at moderate risk of
extinction, and 54 of special concern. Thirty-nine of these stocks occur in California, 58 on
the Oregon Coast, 76 in the Columbia River Basin, and 41 in the Washington Coast/Puget

. Sound area. The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of habitst or
range was cited as one of the primary causal factors in the decline of 195 (91 percent) of the
at-risk anadromous fish stocks. o

Since the AFS Endangered Species Committee report was published, three State-specific

- reviews of at-risk anadromous fish stocks have been conducted. In northern California, the
Humbolt Chapter of the AFS published 2 report™ identifying 49 stocks of anadromous fish
stocks in streams between the Russian River and the Oregon border. That report generally
agreed with the AFS report except that coastal cuttliroat were considered by the Humboldt
Chapter to be more seriously affected and were reclassified from "of special concem” to "at
moderate risk” of extinction, and many of the summer and winter steelhead stocks were
subdivided into smaller stock umits. -

BReport by W. Nehlsen, JE. Williams, and JA. Lichatowich, cited in footnote 2.
BReport by P, Higgins, S. Dobush, and D. Fuller, cited in footnste 4.



For the Oregon coast, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) conducted a
review of anadromous fish stocks in the coastal basins.** In this report, the ODFW ranked
stocks differently than had the AFS and the Humbolt Chapter reports. The ODFW used the
terms "of special concern® to note a high-risk stock, and "depressed” to note & moderate-risk
stock. The ODFW report aiso included the terms "unknown” and “healthy.® Although they
agreed with documentation of the widespread declines reported by the AFS, the ODFW added
many additional stocks to the list from the AFS Report, and also considered several stocks to
be in a somewhat better condition than reported by the AFS. Because the ODFW report
reviewed only coastal stocks, all of their data applied to stocks within the range of the
northern spotted owl and outside the range of this environmental assessment

The Washington Department of Fisheries (WDOF) reported™ on the stanss of snadromous fish
stocks throughout the State. In addition to the WDOF, the Washington Department of
Wildlife and technical staffs of 23 Native American tribes also contributed to the report. That
report identified 78 salmon and 44 steelhead stocks as "depressed” (defined the same as "at
moderate risk” of extinction in the AFS published report), and 11 salmon stocks and 1
steelhead stock as "critical” (defined the same as "at high risk" of extincton n the AFS
published report). Of the 134 stocks in Washington identified by WDOF s depressed and
critical, 71 oceur in the Columbia River Basin.

#Report by TE. Nickelson, J.W. Nichols, AM. McGie, RB. Lindsay, DL. Bottom, RJ. Kaset, and SE.
Jacobs, cited in footnote 5. -

SReport by Washington Department of Fisheries, Washingmnepumofvrme.m Western wmﬁgwn
Indian tribes, cited in footnote 6. , _ co. ‘



\
The FEMAT report™® reviewed and compared the. above referenced reports. In general, each
succeeding report added or subdivided stocks from the original List in the AFS published
report. Including data from the AFS report, the Humboldt Chapter report, the ODFW report,
and the WDOF report, FEMAT found 2 total of 314 anadromous fish stocks at-risk just within
the range of the northem spotted owl, more than doubling that number origimally reported for
the same area in the AFS report (an increase of 178 over the originai 136).

Assessments by researchers indicate that stream systems throughout California, Oregon,
Washington, and Idaho have been degraded considerably by human-induced cumulative
effects. Suchacnwuesashvesbckm,madmnmmon,mbammomluse,
channelization, and other watershed management projects and activities are the most common
causal factors. The effects of livestock grazing and timber harvest related activities on-
anadromous fish and their habitat have been specifically demonstrated in the geographic range
of the interim direction. For example, in the Upper Grande Ronde River basin in northeastern
Oregon, over 80 percent of the drainage is considered to be in a deteriorated state because of
high water temperatures, high sediment levels, and low levels of woody debris caused
primarily by livestock grazing, timber harvest, road-building, and other land management
activities (Wallowa-Whitman National Forest 1992). Chapman and Witty (1993) cite work of
Rich et al. (1992) which demonstrated that, in the Middle Fork of the Saimon River, streams
not grazed by livestock possessed ten times the number of juvenile chinook salmon compared
to Bear and Elk Creeks, which receive heavy grazing pressure. The Idaho Department of Fish
and Game (1992) found that Chamberlain Creek, a tributary of the Salmon River which has
been protected from major human impacts by wilderness designation, has higher parr densities
than other streams which have been exposed to multiple development-related impacts.

Between 1987 and 1992, researchers from the Pacific Northwest Research Forest and Range
Experiment Station (PNW) resurveyed 116 stream systems in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho,
and compared the number of large, deep pools per stream mile—a primary indicator of high-
_quality, in-channel habitat condition, to the number documented during surveys conducted '
between 1935 and 1945. The PNW report”’ documents substantial decreases in the quality
and quantity of large, deep pools throughout managed aress of the region. The number of
large, deep pools decreased 58 percent n the Cowlitz River Basin, 41 percent in the Lewis
River, 84 percent in the Elochoman River Basin, and 85 percent in the Yakama River Basin,
all in Washington State; 78 percent in the Lewis and Clark River and 85 percent in the
Clatskanie River, both in Oregon; and 52 percent in the Salmon River Basin of Idaho.

Pool-riffle ratios are a gauge of agquatic habitat diversity, and are an indicator of the degree to
which streams are capable of producing and supporting & varied and complex community of
fish species. According to Oregon Game Commission surveys in the 1960s and Forest
Service surveys in the 1970s (unpublished data), pool-riffle ratios have decreased from
historic levels of about 50:50 to 20:80 or 10:90, mdicating a dramatic loss of diversity and
diminhution of fish habitat capability. BLM scientists found that of the 211 miles of
anadromous fish habitat in that Agency's Salem District of western Oregon, 42 percent was in

%Report by Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team, cited in footaote 19.
FReport by B.A. McIntosh et al., cited in footnote 7.
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‘poor condition, 35 percent in fair condition, and 23 percent in good condition.® On Forest

Service-administered lands, 80 percent of fish habitat in the upper Grande Ronde Basin fails
to meet current forest plan standards and guidelines for water temperature, sediment levels,
and riparian condition. Seventy percent of stream habitats of the Middle Fork Clearwater and
Lochsa Rivers on Idaho's Clearwater National Forest fail to meet current forest plan standards
and guidelines. These results provide confirmation that Agency-administered lands also have
experienced deterioration of anadromous fish habitat condition.

Several papers recently have reviewed and reconfirmed the dependency of healthy -
anadromous fish stocks on high-quality freshwater habitats. Studies by RJ. Naiman and
others defined ecologicaily healthy watersheds by the delivery and routing of water, sediment,
and woody debris® Heaithy riparian areas provide the primary control for this delivery and
routing. Riparian areas are critical to the mamtenance of water temperature, habitat
complexity, pools, sediment levels, and instream structure, which are necessary for the natural
reproduction of anadromous fish stocks.® )

The Agencies independently have examined the results of these and other studies (Appendix
A) and believe that the conclusions regarding declining status of anadromous fish stocks,
degradation of aguatic and riparian habitat condition, and the causal link between the two are
consistent with the Agencies' own studies. Forest plans and LUPs were intended by
Congress to be readily adaptable to new information to make adjustments that assure sound
resource management. A reasoned response to new information is crucial to the Agencies'
success in meeting the “continuing compliance” obligations of NEPA, National Forest
Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), FLPMA, ESA, and other environmental laws. By using
the latest scientific information, the Agencies will better be able to contribute to the long-term
conservation of anadromous fish species and the continuing production of goods and services
from public lands.

Decision Framework
&A::_Lyess and findings described in this environmental assessment will help the Agencies

(1) whether to continue with management direction dém'bedincmmtforestplansand

LUPs, or to increase protection through interim mansagement direction until longer-term
management options proposed in the geographically-specific environmental analyses are
evaluated and an alternative is approved and implemented; -

(2) what direction would be necessary to arrest the degradation, begin the restoration of, and
protect aqguatic and ripanian ecosystems during the interim period;

R A House. 1992. Management of Anadromous Sabmon and Trout Habitat and Their Status in the Salem
Disvict. Report of Bureau of Land Management, Saiem, OR.
®Report by Naiman, R.J., TJ. Beechie, LE. Benda, et al, cited in footnote 8.

305 . Gregory, F.J. Swanson, W.A. McKee, and K.W. Cummins. 1991. A Ecosystem Perspective of Riparian
Zomes. BioScience. 41:540-551. R.J. Naiman, and H. Decamps. (eds.). 1990. The Ecology and Manogement of
Aquatic-terrestrial Ecotones. UNESCO, Paris. Report by R.J. Naiman, T.J. Beechie, LE. Bends, et al, cited in
footnote 8. -
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(3) which watersheds would be subject to interim direction; and
(4) whether interim direction would apply to:
8 only proposed or new projects and activities;

b. all proposed or new projects and activities and all ongoing projects and activities;
or

¢.  all proposed or new projects and activities and some ongoing projects and activities.

The geographically-specific environmental analyses will evaluate longer-term management
direction for anadromous fish habitat within all or portions of the 15 national forests and 7
BLM districts described under Proposed Action, and may mclude altermnatives that are not
considered for interim application in this environmental assessment. The geographically-
specific environmental analyses will complement aquatic and riparian provisions of the
Northern Spotted Owl FSEIS andprov:deconsmﬂysoundhabmtmanagementpmason
lands administered by the Agencies ﬂ:ron@omﬂ:emgeofanadmmousﬁsh in

Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. The Agencies are examining the need for NEPA analyses of
" possible longer-term modifications in anadromous ﬁsh habm: management direction for the 2
national forests and 5 BLM districts in Alaska

PROPOSED ACTION
Geographic Range and Duration

Thepmposedacuonmﬂusammnmennlmmxswsmbhshmtenmmagem
direction that would arrest the degradation and begin the restoration of snadromous fish
habitat within all or portions of 15 national forests” in 4 Forest Service Regions in 4 States,
and7BIMdlsmesm4Smwhleﬂ:eAgenmﬁmmelongertermopnonsﬂntwmbe
developed in geographically-specific environmental analyses. The geographically-specific
emnronmentalanalysesaresched:ﬂedmheeomplmdmﬂmomhs. The proposed action
together with the NSO ROD would provide an aquatic and riparian management strategy for
aHmdromousﬁdx—pmdnmgwm:hedsmFS-mdBLMadmmmdlmdsmthem
contiguous United States. The proposed action would be a short-term effort to preserve or
initiate improvement in the environmental status quo while the Agencies develop and evaluate
a longer-term policy. The temporary nature of the proposed action would Iimit effects of the
mterim direction.

*1Thess are all or part of those national forests listed in Appendix A of the Informational Repart~Background
Report for the Development of the Forest Service Management Strategy for Pacific Salmon and Steelhead
Habitat (December 1952), which are not included in the Northern Spotied Owl FSEIS. This managemsnt
direction would apply to any anadromous fish-producing watersheds Jocatad in Idaho, Washington, Oregon, and
California, outside the areas implementing the Northern Spotted Owl ROD.
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Aress considered in the proposed action are those anadromous watersheds in the western
contiguous United States excluding areas implementing the Northem Spotted Owl ROD
l (Figure 1). The national forests considered in this assessment include:

STATE REGION NATIONAL FOREST
l California 5 Lassen and Los Padres
l Hdaho ‘11 ' gommm? and Sawtooth™
o= ¢ e
Washington =~ 6 Okanogan
I By State, the BLM districts include: .
I STATE o - _ BLM DISTRICT
California . Bakersfield and Ukigh™
b oo Coeur dAlene and Salmon
Oregon Prineville and Vale
: l Washington ) Spokane '

Appendix B displays the estimated acreage in anadromous watersheds for each of the 7 BLM

I districts and 15 national forests. Approximately 16 million acres of anadromous watersheds
are considered in this environmental assessment; however, the stendards and guidelines
proposed under the various altemnatives examined would apply only to protect the defined

l Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RECAS) within anadromous fish watersheds. Projects
and activities that are not within defined RHCAs would continue to operate under direction in
current forest plans and LUPs—~except in those cases where NEPA analyses (or screening of
ongoing actions) indicate that those projects and activities would degrade RHCA conditions.
gsnégnsequenee,ﬁerewonldbefeweﬁ‘muponm' ing resource users outside the defined

. %The Sswtooth National Recreational Area and the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Ares also are
) \

I This inciudes "Eastside® portions of the Okenogan National Forest and the BLM's Ukish District that are not
implementing the Northern Spotted Owl ROD.

i | 1




" As part of the analysis for the Northem Spotted Owl FSEIS, *riparian reserves® were modeled

using substantially the same criteria as is specified for RHCAs in the proposed action. In
Key Watersheds, the reserves generally encompassed 40-50 percent of the westside
watersheds, in non-key westside watersheds the reserves generally encompassed 25-45

- percent® Within the proposed action ares, this estimate would constitute 4-7 million acres in
RHCAs. Because drainage networks generally are less dense within the proposed action area

than within the range of the northern spotted owl, the actual zrea delineated as RHCAs will
likely be less than this estimate.

Managemest Direction

The Agencies propose to adopt mitigation and management measures specified under
Altemnstive 4 (PREFERRED). This alternative, which is described in detail in Appendix C,
would provide interim management direction that would supplement LUPs and would amend
current regional guides and forest plans to add new riparian goals, interim Riparian .
Management Objectives (RMOs), and standards and guidelines for application to all new and
proposed and some ongoing projects and activities to protect the condition and function of
I&HCA&lhesmdardsmdguiddmwservemproﬁdeadeqmmmmnlmfegwds
for proposed or new and ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable risk within
RHCAs or that degrade RHCAs. For the FS, these interim standards and guidelines replace
conflicting -direction described in the existing forest plans, except where that direction
provides more protection for anadromous fish habitst. No additional mitigation messures are
identified here, It also would provide for identification of a network of Key Watersheds and
development and uial‘applicaﬁon of a protocol for Watershed Analysis.

*IR. Sedell. 1994. Persanal Communicarion. Pacific NW Research Station, Corvallis, OR.
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Figure 1. General Location of Proposed Action Area
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Riparian Goals would establish 2 common set of characteristics of healthy, functioning
watersheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitats. Because the quality of water and fish
habitat in aquatic systems is inseparably related to"the mtegrity of upland and riparian areas

- within the watersheds, the proposed action articulates several goals for watershed, riparian,
and stream channe] conditions, including the maintenance or restoration of: water quality,
stream channel integrity, channel processes, sediment regime, instream flows, natural timing
and variability of the water table elevation in meadows and wetlands, and the diversity and
productivity of native and desired non-native plant, vertebrate, and invertebrate communities.
These goals focus on ecological processes and functions under which the riparian and aquatic
ecosystems developed and the unique genetic anadromous fish stocks evoived.

RMOs would establish measurable habitat parameters that together define good anadromous
fish habitat and serve as indicators against which- attainment, or progress toward attainment, of .
the goals can be measured. The proposed action would establish 6 landscape-scale interim
RMOs (including 1 key and 5 supplemental features) that are indicative of ecosystem health
and are easily quantified and subject to accurate, repeatable measurements. For all areas:
(mcluding forested and non-forested ecosystems) the key' feature is the number of deep pools

~ per mile of stream and supplemental features include water temperature and width-to-depth
ratio. In forested ecosystems the amount of woody debris in the stream also is a

supplemental feature. In non-forested ecosystems, stream bank stability and lower bank angle
also are supplemental features. :

Proposed standards and guidelines have been developed for management of timber, roads,
grazing and recreation resources, minerals, fire and fuels, and general riparian areas, as well
as for land uses such as those governed by leases, permits, rights-of-way, and easements.
Standards and guidelines also have been developed for the restoration of watershed, fisheries,
and wildlife habitat. The proposed standards and guidelines would provide management
direction believed necessary to halt degradation and begin restoration to meet Riparian Goals
and RMOs for stream channel, riparian area, and watershed. Standards and guidelines
specified under the proposed action, for activities and projects within RHCASs or that degrade
RHCAs, in combination with standards and guidelines that have been established in current
forest plans and LUPs, have been designed to provide a benchmark for mitigation -of
management activities, to recognize the need for increased sensitivity to ecological balances,
and to foster a continuing commitment to ecosystem management. The complete text of the
Em;dgfﬂsﬂ;dgﬁddhswedﬁdmdaﬁepmsdaﬁmkhdudﬁh@pmdepﬂgﬁ

The proposed action would establish interim RHCAs to identify areas in watersheds that are
most sensitive to management The standards and guidelines of the proposed action would be
applied within all RHCAs and to projects and activities outside RHCAs that would degrade
RHCA condition. Interim RHCAs would be based on geomorphic features such as the edges
of the active stream chanmels, the top of the inner gorge, the extent of the 100-year flood
plain, the outer edges of riparian vegetation, the height of site-potential trees, and the extent
of unstable soils. Generally, interim RHCAs would include the following areas: 300 fest on
either side of fish-bearing streams, 150 feet on either side of permanent non-fish-bearing
streams, and around ponds, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than one acre, and 100 feet in
Key Watersheds (50 feet in non-key watersheds) on either side of seasonally flowing or
intermittent streams, and around wetlands less than one acre, and landslides and
landslide-prone areas. In non-forested rangeland ecosystems, the interim RHCA width for
permanently flowing fish-bearing and non-fish-bearing streams would be the extent of the
100-year flood plain. ‘
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The proposed action wonld provide for Key Watersheds within the proposed action area.
Actual designation of Key Watersheds will be addressed in the geographically-specific
environmental analyses to be prepared for eastern Oregon/Washington, Idaho, and portions of
California outside of areas implementing the Northem Spotted Owl ROD. D&ﬂgnanon would
be based or information developed through ecological essessments (e.g., Interior Columbia
River Basin Assessment). Key Watersheds would likely be selected from among those that
are important to at-risk anadromous fish stocks, or those that are providing, or are readily
capable of being restored to provide "good” anadromous fish habitat, and that would
contribute to a network of watersheds across the landscape that provide for the long-term
conservation of anadromous fish During the-period of interim direction, all watersheds with
listed anadromous fish or with designated critical habitat for anadromous fish will be treated
as if they are Key Watersheds. Identified Key Watersheds would receive priority for
Watershed Analysis, as well as maintenance and restoration projects and activities . RHCAs
within Key Watersheds would include a larger area than in non-key watersheds. Specifically,
more area around seasonally flowing or intermittent streams, wetlands, and landslide or
lmdshde-pronemwouldbemcludedvmhmRHCAsmKeyWatersheds. The proposed
action would provide for watershed-specific tailoring of the interim RMOs and RHCAs
through watershed and site-specific analyses or as a resuit of ESA consultation.

A Watershed Analysis protocol would be established under the proposed action to

-charactenize watershed/fish habitat conditions and contributing factors, and identify areas that

are in need of immediate, comrective management. As per conservation recommendations
provided by NMFS in consuitation on the proposed action, the guidelines and procedural
manuals developed by the Interagency Watershed Analysis Coordination Team and other
potentially relevant procedures (e.g., the Cumulative Watershed Effects Process for Idaho,
etc)mﬂbeconmderedmdmed,whereappmpnate,mdevdopmemofﬁ:epmmeol This
more complete assessment would identify watershed restoration objectives, strategies, and

- priorities, and would provide the scientific basis for watershed-specific adjustments to the

imnterim RMOs and interim RECAs. To provide accountability, the proposed action would
establish a certification process to that the analysis has been conducted and completed
according to expected scientific standards.

The proposed action includes both management measures (e.g., Watershed Analysis) and
mitigation measures (e.g., standards and guidelines). Adoption of interim direction would
establish 2 management regime and system of mitigation- measures that would maintain or
protect environmental conditions until the more geographically-specific environmental
analyses are completed Under the proposed action, subsequent decisions that would affect
the environment (i.e., proposed projects and activities within RHCAs or that degrade RHCAs)
would be subject to the interim standards and guidelines. Evaluation of all proposed projects
and activities would continue through site-specific analyses that are required by NEPA to
assure consistency with intetim RMOs. Further, the standards and guidelines also would
apply to high-priority, ongoing projects and activities within RFICAs or that degrade RHCAs.

Proposed or new projects and activities include those initiated during the interim period, as
well as those that have been approved but not yet implemented, or for which contracts have
not been awarded, or for which permits have not been issued. Within the range of listed
anadromous fish, continuing actions for which biological assessments (BAs) have not been
prepared and submitted for consultation, prior to signature of the decision notice for the
proposed action, will also be treated as new projects or activities.
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"Ongoing projects and activities that pose an unacceptable risk" are those determined on the
basis of & case-by-case evaluation to pose unacceptable risk to anadromous fisk. .
Unacceptable risk is defined as a level of risk from an ongoing activity er group of ongomng
activities that is determined through review of biological assessments/evaluations to be:
*likely to adversely affect” listed anadromous fich or their designated critical habitat; or

ikely to adversely impact” non-listed anadromous fish. Biological assessmentsfevaluations
or environmental analyses for all ongoing projects and activities will-be reviewed with 2
checklist to screen for unacceptable risk,. When applying these screens, managers will
consider such factors as the condition of the watershed, the status of anadromous fish stocks
in the watershed, and the magnitude, frequency, duration, and timing of the impacts caused by
the ongoing project or activity.

The unacceptable risk determination triggers application of the mterim standards and
guidelines to ongoing projects. There will be appropriate level of involvement in this process
for contract holders and those whose ongoing projects are affected. A common understanding
of the term is critical to consistent application of mterim direction. Where ongoing projects
and activities may affect listed anadromous fish, this common understanding also facilitates
effects determinations made in BAs prepared by Forest Service and BLM biclogists that can
be concurred with by NMFS. Definitions of "adverse effect” (for listed anadromous fish) and
"adverse impact” (for non-listed anadromous fish) provided in the glossary are 2 key
component of evaluating unacceptable risk. The following guidelines build upon the
definition of "adverse effect” used by the Forest Service and NMFS to conduct Section 7
consultation® These more explicit guidelines are provided to facilitate expedient review of
ongoing actions that may affect listed anadromous fish or their designated criticat habitat and
promote consistent determination of unacceptable risk.

Checkdists for Unacceptable Risk

Checkﬁsémmmgomgpmjmmdasﬁﬁﬁsformmubleﬁstwiﬂbedwdoped
for both within and outside of the area of listed anadromous fish.

Within the Area of Listed Anadromous Fish: If either of the following resuits ts probable or
foreseeable as a result of an ongoing action or group of actions, that action or group of
actions will be considered to pose an unacceptable risk and the interim standards and
guidelines would be applied to avoid adverse effects. .

1. One or more of the essential features of critical habitat for listed amadromous fish is
affected such that the value of that habitat to contribute to the survival and recovery of listed
anadromous fish is diminished

2. The action or group of actions results in increased mortality, reduced growth, or other
adverse physiological changes, harassment of fish, physical disturbance of redds, reduced .
reproductive success, delayed or premature migration, or other adverse behavieral changes.

Ongoing acuons outside of Riparian Habitat Conservation Aress that may affect listed
anadromous fish or their designated critical habitat may also pose an unacceptable risk based
on whether these results are probable or foreseeable.

35USDA Forest Service. June 22, 1992, Anadromous Fish {Snake River Basin) Guikf&&eﬂiaz 7
Consuitation. Portland, OR. '
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Qutside the Area of Listed Anadromous Fish: If either of the following results is

probable or foresesable as a result of an ongoing action or group of actions, that action or
group of actions will be considered to pose an unacceptable risk and the interim standards and
guidelines would be applied to avoid adverse impacts.

1. Environmental changes that may cause a species to become threatened or endangered.

2. Environmental changes that decrease the estimated numbers and distribution of
reproductive individuals such that the continued existence of the population throughout its
existing range is at risk. ‘ _
Draft copies of the checklists for screening ongoing actions within and outside areas with
listed anadromous fish are provided in Appendix K. '

Application of the screen to identify ongoing projects and activities within watersheds with
histed fish that pose unacceptable risk will be completed within 30 days of publication of the
decision notice for the proposed action. Application ef the screen to identify ongoing projects
and activities in other watersheds that pose unacceptable risk will be completed within 60
days of publication of the decision notice.

Those ongoing projects and activities that may pose an unacceptable risk might require
additional NEPA analysis to incorporate the interim direction encompassed by the proposed
action. Within the range of listed salmon, ongoing projects and activities that may pose an
unacceptable risk shall be suspended until compietion of ESA consultation. Affected contract
or permit holders will be notified of their appiicant status and right to participate in the
consultation. Depending on the importance and scope of such projects, it is possible that
some may need to be examined as part of the geographically-specific environmental analyses.

. Ongoing projects considered not to pose unacceptable risk will be allowed to continue during

the interim period under the direction that was in effect at the time of project approval, even
if such projects-are not fully in compliance with standards, guidelines, and other provisions of
the proposed action. ' ‘

The Agencies' Approaches

The FS and the BLM propose to apply interim direction by means of different administrative
procedures. ' : _

BLM Approach:

Under the provisions of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, BLM will
incorporate management direction (Le., goals, objectives, RHCAs, standards, guidelines,
and procedures) that are consistent with current LUPs into certain ongoing and all
proposed or new projects. When proposed management direction is not consisteat with
existing LUPs, BLM will attempt to apply proposed standards, gnidelines, and procedures
for applicable ongoing projects through negotiation. If agreement with the affected
permittee or applicant cannot be reached, direction as described in the existing LUP will be
applied. ,

Management direction, consistent with the existing LUPs, would be incorporated during the

site-specific analysis and documentation process for all future projects, including those that
" have not yet been authorized (e.g., contracted, permitted, etc.). Additionally, in accordance
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with NEPA regulations (CFR 1506.1), upon issuance of 2 Notice of Intent, and until
issuance of 8 ROD, BLM will take no actions that limit the choice of reasonable
alternatives being analyzed or that have an adverse environmental impact.

FS Approach:

For the FS, under provisions of the NFMA, the proposed interim’ direction would amend
regional guides and forest plans for each of the 15 national forests listed to incorporate
new goals, objectives, standards, guidelines, and management direction (see Appendix L
for overview of Forest Service land management planning). These new standards,
guidelines, and direction will supersede or replace conflicting direction described in forest
plans that provide less protection. Thereafter, future and, depending on the alternative
selected,someorallongoingpmjemandaeﬁviﬁswouldbeevalna:edwdetermineif
modifications are warranted. The FS believes the preferred alternative would not be &
significant amendment as defined by NFMA for the following reasons: (1) It would be
applied for a limited time. (2) It would result in only minor modifications to standards and
guidelines in existing forest plans. (3) It would not substantially modify the goals and
objectives developed in the existing forest plans. (4) It would not-alter long-term levels of
goodsandservimprojecwldbycmrentfomuplm .

Onisomnonéofﬂaeﬂtunaﬁvsmnﬁnedinﬂﬁsmmmnhssmmtmddchmge
the physical environment Any subsequent proposed actions that would change the
environment will be subject to mitigation measures prescribed under the interim direction
adopted. Anyacﬁonpmposedwiﬁinlmdsadnﬁnistuedhy&eAgmdesdmingtheinwim
penodmddbesubjeﬂmappmpﬁm,si&-spedﬁcm!yssreqnhedbyNEPAmiwhm
apprppﬁae,pmvisimsofﬁeESA,aswdlasrdmplming.mgulsﬁons. Thus, the site-
specific effects of application of the standards and guidelines specified under any altemative
would be disclosed at the project level of decision making, depending on the previous level of
environmental analysis. Such projects or activities would be carried out only after the
Agencies have undertaken the appropriate level of NEPA analysis. For more information on
this process (including provisions for public notice, review and comment, and administrative
appeel) refer to 40 CFR 1500-1508 as well as the FS NEPA Handbook FSH 1909.15 and FS
Manual FSM 1950 and the BLM NEPA Handbook, Manual 1792 Further, those ongoing
projecsmdactiviﬁs-ﬂ:atposeanmacceptablerisktoaqnaﬁcandripaﬁanhabitatandat-risk
madmmousﬁdistockswonldreqnﬁcaddiﬁMNEPAmﬂysispﬁor'mineomomﬁng _
modifications in project direction. In addition, consultetion with the NMFS and the FW'S
pwsnmtmtheESAwiﬂbecomplewdbyﬂ:eAgmdspﬁorwpmjectlwddedsim

The geographically-specific environmental analyses for long-term management, which are
scheduled to be completed in 18 -months, could result in decisions that would supersede the
mtenim drrection and require further modifications to projects and activities. The decision
regardingwhidxdmnaﬁwisappmpﬁaﬁeforthehﬁuﬁnpeﬁodwoﬂdnﬂprednde .
consideration in the geographically-specific environmental analyses of any alternatives that
may be developed for long-term management.
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From questions raised in briefings with Members of Congress and in conversation and
correspondence with employees of the Agencies, as well as with representatives from other
Federal and State agencies, Tribal governments, service and commodity interests, and
conservation organizations, the Interdisciplinary Team (ID Team) identified five issues as
relevant to the proposed action. These issues, which have been addressed n formulating and
evaluating action alternatives, are: :

1. Maintining stocks of anadromous fish: A number of anadromous fish stocks have been
listed by the NMFS as threatened or endangered, in part as a result of habitat modifications
caused by past and ongoing resource management practices on Federal, State, and private
land. Dam construction and operation, water diversions, fish hatchery operations, fish harvest,
and random natural events (e.g, drought, unfavorable ocean conditions) also have contributed
to the listings. Additional anadromous fish stocks have been identified s at risk of
extinction, and in the near fiture may be petitioned for listing pursuant to the ESA. The
Agencies have an obligation to provide habitat conditions necessary to conserve the viability
of listed anadromous fish stocks and protect or restore designated critical habitat. They also
have Section 7(a) obligations to conserve anadromous fish stocks not now listed under the
ESA and to manage habitat in ways that would halt or reverse trends toward future listing.

2. Providing management direcfion to facilitate consultation required by the Endsngered
Species Act: Where there are listed stocks of anadromous fish, management activities
conducted under current forest plans and LUPs must undergo consultation pursuant to the
ESA--incorporating, where appropriate, protective measures identified by NMFS as necessary
to avoid jeopardy to listed species or adverse modification of designated critical habitat or
minimize adverse effects. Protective measures identified during ESA consultation may result
in changes in project design and/or project-specific amendments of regional guides and forest
plans and LUPs. Rather than designing projects only according to standards described in
current forest plans and LUPs, and risk having to redesign projects following consultation,
land managers and project proponents may find it more efficient and cost-effective to
incorporate into initial project planning those measures that are necessary to avoid jeopardy to
listed species or adverse modification of critical habitat. '

3. Considering the ability of national forests and BLM districts to provide tadifionsl amounts
and kinds of goods and services: The adoption of any proposed interim strategy, inciuding
the altemative to continue management under current forest plan and LUP direction, may
affect the flow of goods and services that are provided from Federal lands and may directiy or
indirectly affect management activities conducted on other Federal, State, and private lands. -
Any interim management strategy must consider the demand for and the supply of goods and
services, and the often conflicting issues that can affect supply. It is important to note,
however, that the production of goods and services from the national forests is contingent
upon compliance with the mandates of federal environmental laws such as the ESA,-Clean
Water Act, and 36 CFR 219.19. If commodity production cannot be conducted within the
pm&asofﬂ:&selawg.ﬂ:mdwelopmentwiﬂnﬂgofomimmmlﬁnginm
irretrievable or irreversible commitment of resources are made during project-level planning.
Thus,thmisnogummedorassmedlwdofwmmoditypmducﬁminnaﬁomlfom
planning It is important to note, however, that the production of goods and services from
FS- and BLM-administered lands is contingent upon compliance with the mandates of Federal
environmental Iaws, such as the ESA, Clean Water Act, NFMA, and FLPMA. If commodoity
production cannot be conducted within the parameters of these laws, then development will
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not go forward Decisions resulting in an irretrievable or irrevprsible'comniiunent of
resources are made during project level planning. Thus, there is no gearantsed or assured
level of commodity production in forest plans or LUPs.

4. Integrating proposed interim direction for management of snadromous fish habitat with
other planning efforts: The development of an appropriate interim strategy for managing
anadromous fish habitat must take mto account other strategies and-approaches that have been
proposed or implemented within or adjacent to the areas considered in this environmental

assessment.  The Northem Spotted Owl FSEIS, pending legisiative or administrative action on |

Rangeland Reform, mining reform, etc., has described the need for fiexible, coordinated
Tfesource management strategies that would help maintsin and restore the health of riparian
and aquatic ecosystems that are necessary for the survival of listed and other anadromous fish
stocks. Any interim strategy for the proposed action ares must be coordinated with other
habitat management efforts and be based on cooperative management of aquatic and riparian
ecosystems throughout the range of anadromous fish. In addition, any interim strategy must
take into account and be coordinated with efforts undertaken to address other non-habitat -
factors influencing the status of anadromous fish (e.g.,-dam construction and operation, water
d:vexsions,ﬁshhamhayopenﬂom,andﬁshharvmpracﬁm} y

5. Integrating new scientific knowledge into the masnagement of anadromons fish: As
explained sbove, new scientific knowledge on the status of anadromous fish stocks and the
condition of anadromous fish habitat has become available. Research on the